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Understanding preconditions for digital school transformation 
 
Joseph Perkins 
 
Abstract 
While over the past decade many Australian schools have come to understand the 
transformative potential of digitally-rich teaching and learning, traditional models of 
schooling continue to dominate. Even with significant investment in the area, both in 
terms of digital resourcing and teacher professional development, innovation has 
generally only occurred in individual classrooms or ‘pockets’ in schools. This article 
discusses three interdependent conditions which need to exist as a foundation in order to 
facilitate the opportunity for transformation from traditional to digitally-rich ways of 
working in primary, middle and secondary schools or colleges. Distributed and 
transformational leadership approaches are critiqued with core elements identified which 
facilitate change. The establishment of a vision is identified and discussed as a 
fundamental driver and rudder for school transformation. The importance of creating and 
maintaining urgency to compel a school community to adopt and embed change is 
unpacked. This report concludes with a synthesis of the three preconditions and 
recommendations for proponents of digital school transformation. 
 
Introduction 
Schools need to change because the world has changed. Globalisation, technological 
advances and new ways institutions and organisations operate have forever altered the 
role of schools (Patton, 2009; Hargreaves, 2003). Systemic shifts need to be made to 
ensure that schools remain relevant and engaging with teaching and learning aligned to 
digitally-rich practice (Somekh, 2008). Just as students need to be working towards new 
skillsets and digital fluencies, teachers need to develop capabilities to facilitate a learner-
centred pedagogy and skills to do new things in new ways. The change required for many 
schools is described by Evans (1996) as a second-order change, where modifications are 
made to the fundamental ways schools work, affecting assumptions, goals, roles and 
norms. Many Australian schools have increased their investment in digital technologies, 
particularly with initiatives like the Commonwealth Government’s $2.3 billon National 
 2 
Secondary Schools Computer Fund. Similarly, huge investments have been made by 
schools and governments to offer teacher professional development opportunities in order 
to stimulate change and up-skill teachers to deliver digitally-rich teaching. Yet, even with 
significant work in the area, many schools are struggling to facilitate a digital 
transformation which is broad, deep and sustainable (Reeves, 2009). Identifying and 
understanding the preconditions necessary to facilitate change will realise the investments 
which have been and will continue to be made in this area. Before exploring the 
challenges of digital-uptake in schools, it is important to clearly identify the 
transformation required to enable digitally-rich teaching and learning. 
 
Digitally-rich teaching and learning 
Our understanding of the effective use of digital technology has matured over the years. 
While simply ‘using’ digital tools and devices was once seen as effective practice, we 
now understand that information and communication technology (ICT) needs to facilitate 
a transformation of learning and pedagogy and provide a platform to do new things in 
new ways (Prensky, 2005). Even ‘integrating’ ICT suggests a ‘bolt-on’ of digital 
technology to existing, out-dated practices – new things in old ways. Digitally-rich 
teaching and learning is built on the understanding that traditional, ‘factory-inspired’ 
models of education do not facilitate the pedagogies or learning modalities required to 
support today’s learners to be active, global citizens. While aspects will be contextualised 
for each school, digitally-rich teaching and learning typically 
 
• enables personalised, constructivist, student-centred learning where learners and 
teachers collaboratively co-construct knowledge (Degenhardt & Duignan, 2010); 
• promotes a connectivist learning methodology, where students leverage 
knowledge networks and critically evaluate the credibility, authenticity and 
relevance of information (Siemens, 2004); 
• fosters digital citizenship, where students work towards authentic, rich, real-life 
and higher-order thinking tasks and assessments, connecting, communicating and 
collaborating with others locally, nationally and globally to engage a moral 
purpose; 
• supports student development of digital fluencies including team work, 
communication, collaboration, self-direction, innovation and effective use of ICT; 
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• leverages online learning spaces to transcend the traditional ‘walls’ of a classroom 
to offer 24/7 learning, enabling better feedback, reporting and parent involvement 
in their child’s schooling; and, 
• focuses on creative tasks, where students work to high levels of Bloom’s 
Taxonomy. 
 
For many schools, transitioning to a digitally-rich learning environment reflects a 
paradigm shift where fundamental change needs to occur. While isolated individuals or 
‘pockets’ of teachers may be demonstrating elements of digitally-rich practice, existing 
values, behaviours and norms need to be challenged in order to bring about whole-school 
and sustainable transformation. In effect, digitally-rich teaching and learning requires a 
change in school culture and, in most schools, a powerful challenge of the status quo. As 
will now be explored, there are many detailed layers of complexity which have 
contributed to a situation where schools have been slow to challenge existing practices 
and adopt this new paradigm. 
 
Complexities of change 
While digital school transformation could be compared to other business-orientated 
change management processes, schools have particular qualities which make change 
more challenging in some instances including 
 
• strong school cultures where traditional models of schooling are commonly 
accepted and perpetuated across sites and jurisdictions; 
• a ‘silo’ effect where a culture and model of schooling allows teachers to work 
largely in isolation and remain unaffected – either by chance or by design – by 
change efforts; 
• time-poor leaders, where social and community complexities which distract 
principals and leaders of change by the ‘unexpected or the trivial’ (Bennis, 1989, 
cited in Evans, 1996); 
• an aging teacher population, which Evans (1996) claims is less likely to embrace 
change than younger generations; 
• community understandings,  ideals and expectations reflecting traditional 
approaches to learning; 
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• poor school resourcing for adequate ICT infrastructure and support to facilitate 
and propel change; 
• change fatigue, where successive waves of school reform have failed to realise the 
improvements they promised resulting in cynicism toward new initiatives (Evans, 
1996); and, 
• a lack of incentive for schools, principals and teachers to prioritise and invest in 
digitally-rich school transformation and, at times, low government priority and 
value.  
 
Further to these complexities, while learning and education are changing, change itself is 
also changing (Degenhardt & Duignan, 2010). As Evans (1996) writes, change is no 
longer predictable and incremental, were traditional organisational change now often fails 
because of an over-emphasised rationality and, in schools, an under-estimation of the 
opposition change generates and the power of teachers to resist. Just as our 
understandings of student and professional learning have evolved, so have our 
appreciation of the paradigms of change. 
 
We now understand ourselves as pattern-seeking animals (Gould, 1991) and the profound 
conservative impulse which governs our psychology, making us naturally resistant to 
change (Evans, 1996). Marris (1974) articulates how life depends on continuity and that 
change usually results in loss and bereavement. With a digital transformation requiring 
shifts in teacher practice, this change threatens teachers’ sense of competence, frustrating 
their wish to feel effective and valued (Evans, 1996). Teachers require significant support 
to cope with the stress faced in transitioning from olds ways of working. Of course, these 
issues are only issues once teachers are compelled to commit to change and alter their 
practices. Significant professional learning is required by teachers to develop a rich 
understanding of and justification for digitally-rich teaching and learning. Yet, it is one 
thing to understand the reasons for new ways of working and another to be compelled to 
act to enable it. These psychological challenges, combined with the suite of other change 
barriers contribute to the complexities which are inherent in digital school transformation. 
The following sections describe the preconditions schools need to establish in order to 
more effectively approach digital school transformation.  
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Conditions for transformation 
As discussed, it is widely recognised that building staff capabilities is necessary in order 
to understand, adopt and embed new digitally-enhanced pedagogy. Schools also need to 
establish the ICT infrastructure in order to provide necessary access to digital devices and 
resources. However, there are particular preconditions which – when established as a 
foundation –  allow these investments to maximise the opportunity for sustainable 
transformation. These preconditions are defined under the headings of Leadership, Vision 
and Urgency. 
 
 
Figure 1 : Preconditions for digital school transformation 
 
The subsequent sections of this article describe and discuss these elements and processes 
in detail. Of course, the transformation process will be different in different contexts – 
from a small, rural school to a P-12 inner-city campus to a new school in a growing 
community to an old school in a low socio-economic area. So while every school is 
different, the following discussion establishes particular ‘generic’ preconditions 
applicable across common school contexts. While discussion has been broken into three 
sections, each precondition is dependent on and, therefore, analysed in the context of the 
other two. 
 
 
Leadership 
Research into digitally-driven school transformation commonly identifies effective 
leadership as fundamental to success (Fullan, 2009). Unpacking ‘effective’ to define the 
style of leadership necessary to facilitate change, however, is more challenging. 
Distributed leadership is commonly regarded as an important component of effective 
schools. While some studies, particularly Leithwood and Jantzi (2000) and Silins and 
Leadership 
Urgency Vision 
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Mulford (2002), have shown distributed leadership to have positive influences on teacher 
effectiveness, student engagement and student learning outcomes, the advantage of 
adopting a shared leadership approach in order to facilitate a school transformation is less 
clear. Emerging evidence also shows that distributed leadership has a greater impact upon 
school development where certain structural and cultural barriers are removed (Harris 
2005). Degenhardt and Duignan (2010) support this premise and posit that many 
leadership theories are inadequate for a transforming school, where transactional, 
hierarchical approaches don’t encourage community ownership while shared leadership 
models pay insufficient notice to the need for strategic and situational leadership and the 
ultimate accountability of the school principal. Further, Crossley and Corbyn (2009) 
describe the tension between leadership and management, where the most effective 
leaders are disruptive and the best managers create efficiencies, yet we require our school 
principals to be both. If effect, it would be unlikely for a principal who manages an 
efficient school for them to want to facilitate a transformation to something else. 
Conversely, other studies promote transformational leadership as a successful method for 
promoting change (Griffith, 2003; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006). 
 
Defined by Kouzes and Posner (2002), a transformational leader inspires a shared, 
compelling vision for the future, enables others to act, models new practices and supports 
individuals and groups to achieve a future state. Transformational leadership creates unity 
and collective purpose, inspiring followers to higher levels of motivation. Yet, a hybrid 
approach which matches the needs of a school community is likely to best facilitate a 
sustainable change from traditional to digitally-enhanced teaching and learning. This is 
supported by an empirical New South Wales study of 49 secondary schools, where a 
balanced and contextualised transformational-transactional approach was found to more 
positively affect teacher motivation to adopt new practices than either exclusively 
(Barnett, 2003). The reference and links here to establishing a school vision are important. 
A transformational leader relies on the development and establishment of a whole school 
vision which defines and, in effect, drives change. Similarly, leadership and vision are 
useless without the urgency which enables others to understand the compelling case and 
enables others to act. With this in mind, a principal would be well served to reference 
practice against descriptions of a transformational leader in order to refine and develop 
necessary capabilities. As per the definition, a transformational leader also models the 
way by actively adopting and thriving in the new or desired practice. However, it is 
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important to note a distributed leadership approach promotes the development of 
workforce capabilities necessary to propel and sustain a whole-school digital 
transformation. 
 
In his change model, Kotter (1996) says leaders need to establish a ‘powerful coalition’ in 
order to effectively facilitate organisational transformation. While Kotter recognises that 
change is impossible without getting the leader of an organisation on board, he goes 
further than this, suggesting that a powerful group of senior people – in terms of formal 
position, expertise, reputations and relationships – is necessary in order to challenge the 
status quo and sustain a transformation. Along similar lines, Seashore (2009) talks of 
‘organisational learning’, where a critical mass of staff develop new knowledge and ways 
of working before interacting, sharing and embedding new practice to affect norms, 
behaviours and, eventually, culture. While not directly aligned with distributed leadership, 
it is acknowledged that a shared-ownership approach is required for staff to commit to 
change and establish a powerful leadership bloc of change drivers as a precondition for 
sustainable school transformation. Crossley and Corbyn (2009) cite the difficulties in 
sustaining transformation when high leader-turnover exists and promote a distributed 
leadership approach as a means of succession planning and encouraging continuity. Of 
course, the power of a coalition and shared-leadership models will only eventuate if there 
is a common agreement on ‘what’ change is required, as will be discussed with regard to 
a shared vision. As per Kotter’s change theory as will now be discussed, the principal and 
leadership coalition also need to strategically promote change, remove obstacles and 
manage dilemmas.  
 
It is essential that school leaders manage the micropolitics of change and remain 
receptive to criticism and critique during the transformation process. Transparency better 
ensures problems are identified and addressed and that dissent does not go ‘out into the 
carpark’ forming resistance and causing further problems (Degenhardt and Duignan, 
2010). Change also affects power relationships on staff as it invariably produces winners 
and losers, where competition and jockeying for power mean that coercion, negotiation 
and compromise and vital ingredients in a transforming school (Evans, 1996). A school 
leader needs to be prepared to manage the inevitable resistance – both overt or covert – 
and to be transparent about the change process. Indeed, being explicit about the process 
for transformation, and discussing change theories and approaches supports members of 
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the school community, including the leadership, to manage change through reflection and 
self-identification (Degenhardt & Duignan, 2010; Fullan et.al, 2009). Reeves (2009) also 
suggests leaders can promote change by identifying what members of the community can 
stop doing before asking them to take on new challenges and can quell fear and anxiety 
by making a public list about what aspects of school don’t need to change. As Reeves 
describes it, ‘pulling the weeds before planting the flowers’ will help combat the change 
fatigue experienced by many teachers and may promote a more positive approach from 
the community.  
 
Summarising this section, a precondition for digital school transformation is a balanced 
approach to school leadership, where transformational leader creates urgency which 
inspires others to work towards a vision and where distributed leadership builds capacity 
and fosters shared ownership across a coalition to manage the change process. The next 
section moves on to analyse the establishment of a school vision as a precondition for 
transformation. Exploration of school visions is important in the context of leadership, 
where, as Evans (1996) writes, “followship first requires a strong initiative by a leader to 
articulate a clear sense of purpose – or to lead their staff in the development of one.” 
 
 
Vision 
It is now widely accepted that a clear vision and sense of purpose is vital to whole school 
digital transformation where leaders inspire commitment to change by engaging the 
school community in the pursuit of shared goals (Evans, 1996). Ideally, a vision should 
be embedded in all school decision-making and should drive budgets and purchasing, 
staff recruitment, professional development and curriculum and assessment frameworks. 
It should inform decisions and focus strategic efforts, and should guide principals as they 
include or exclude priorities, initiatives, opportunities or even potential staff. As 
previously discussed, it should clearly define ‘what’ is required and articulate what 
digitally-rich teaching and learning looks like in the school’s local context. However, the 
development of a shared school vision which functions as a propellant and rudder for 
change is suitably complex. It is also arguable that the dialogue and discussions which 
take place during the development process are as important as the vision itself. As 
Degenhardt and Duignan (2010) write, a challenge in transforming traditional school 
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practices is to develop and maintain focus on a shared vision that inspires all community 
members and articulates a high performing, yet achievable, new paradigm. 
 
Establishing a shared vision requires a balanced top-down and bottom-up approach in 
schools. Through a series of empirical case studies, Kose (2008) identified a number of 
key factors necessary for an effective school vision. All stakeholders need to be included 
in defining a vision, including traditionally marginalised voices, to ensure a genuine 
sense of ownership exists in the community. Led and encouraged by the principal, large 
and small-group sessions should be facilitated with staff, students and community 
members where skills, competencies and characteristics of future ‘graduating’ students 
are identified and sorted into themes. As Kose found in his study, the development of a 
vision should occur over several months, as principals will need time to gather and 
satisfactorily integrate multiple ideas and viewpoints from the community. As a vision 
should project between three and five years forward, describing a realistic yet challenging 
future state is necessary. As previously mentioned, this process should be viewed as an 
opportunity to engage the whole school community in future-focused dialogue. Fullan et. 
al. (2009) describe this as engaging a ‘moral purpose’ in people, where a focus on 
improving society through transforming schools takes focus. To this end, the sessions to 
harvest ideas need to be delicately facilitated in order to ensure a safe, supportive 
environment allowing as many community members as possible to voice their thoughts. 
With many school leaders struggling to get ‘buy-in’ to new initiatives, an inclusive 
approach to vision development allows for shared ownership and increased commitment 
to action. This consultative and shared process also needs to be sustained throughout the 
development of a vision (Bainbridge, 2007). Even with the best intentions, a principal can 
undo all their work by compiling the community’s ideas and proceeding to write the 
vision independently ‘behind closed doors’. A shared approach which always includes 
representatives from staff and parent bodies increases the likelihood of distributed 
ownership. As is now discussed, there are particular attributes of an effective vision and 
an effective vision development process which need to be explored, including the need 
for a transformational leader to guide the process and ensure the community develops the 
necessary knowledge and understanding of potential new paradigms of schooling.  
 
The development phase of a vision should also provide an opportunity for a school to 
engage with latest research and advice in contemporary, digitally-rich teaching and 
 10 
learning. For example, a vision where ICT is ‘integrated’ into the curriculum would not 
reflect current thinking regarding the transformative possibilities of digital technology. 
While a vision should also be data-driven and based on student needs, backgrounds and 
contexts, it should also take systemic priorities and vision into account. As schools, and 
government schools in particular, do not operate in isolation, consideration for and 
alignment to a school department’s vision and priorities means a higher likelihood of 
success through parallels in resourcing, opportunities and support. Of course, each 
school’s vision is unique and should reflect the challenges, strengths, opportunities and 
values of the school community (Shaw & Kelley, 2009). From his research, Kose posits 
that the shared vision should be specific with clear priorities, as a ‘manageable number of 
crisp big ideas or concepts’ allow for more focused attention than vision statements 
which held ambiguous, conflated or an overwhelming number of ideas. While a vision 
should be aspirational and engender a sense of pride it should also be realistic and fit the 
three to five year outlook (Bainbridge, 2007). A school vision needs to be supported by 
standards and the articulation of teaching strategies which help teachers to enact the 
vision (McKenzie, 2004). Shaw and Kelley (2009) write that the identification of a well-
articulated, common instructional framework which unpacks a vision and provides a 
reference point for teachers to align their practice to is a fundamental part of a successful 
school. Wiggins and McTigue (2007) go one step further, positing that without an 
instructional framework derived from the mission and grounded in valid learning 
principles “school change becomes chaotic”. Ideally, an instructional framework provides 
a reference point for teachers in planning and assessment and should also provide a 
platform for teachers to align practice, reflect and develop capabilities, establishing a 
context and frame for participation in professional development. Establishing a common 
language for pedagogy and learning provides an opportunity for more ‘learning talk’ than 
busy ‘teacher’ talk. 
 
In summary, this section has centred on the establishment of a clear shared school vision 
as a precondition for digital school transformation. An instructional framework which 
guides and drives the alignment of teacher pedagogy to the vision and enables a common 
language for learning improves the likelihood of change. The final section of this article 
brings both leadership and vision together to focus on the urgency to propel change and 
positively affect culture as a precondition for transformation. 
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Urgency 
Centring innovation on formal tasks and procedures and moving directly to training 
ignores much about the process of how people actually change and alter their beliefs 
(Evans, 1996). While professional development is important to support staff to develop 
the skills and practices necessary for the new paradigm, the conviction of a 
transformational school leader, even a powerful one, can inspire resistance if it simply 
dismisses the inevitable dilemmas of implementation including the work to establish 
fertile ground for new skills to be embedded in practice. Being heavily committed makes 
one less likely to establish the lengthy procedures vital to implementation, less amenable 
to modifications and less tolerant of the unavoidable delays and setbacks that ensue as 
others struggle to adopt the change (Evans, 1996). It is not that innovators should not 
have deep convictions but rather that they must be open to the realities of others, to the 
necessary modifications their ideas will undergo as others encounter them  and to the 
delays this will surely cause. With this in mind, creating urgency defines an approach 
which compels people to change with an understanding of what is required to 
successfully implement a digital transformation and, through maintaining urgency, 
positively affect school culture.  
 
A true sense of urgency overcomes complacency and energises and motivates a school 
community to work towards enabling a future vision (Kotter, 2008). Part of delivering a 
compelling case for change is ‘unfreezing’ (McWhinney & Markos, 2003) traditional 
thinking and preparing for change, where, as Mitchell and Sackney (cited in Degenhardt 
& Duignan, 2010) write, individuals, unless sufficiently disturbed, do not expend energy 
working on or working towards alternatives to old ways. However, creating urgency 
cannot be blind-cited as Kotter (2008) also describes a ‘false’ urgency which is driven by 
anxiety, anger, frustration and sometimes tiredness and creates lots of activity without 
much productivity. A leader who demonstrates false urgency can also create destructive 
conflict, such as pounding the table so that a sensible and calm meeting is impossible. 
Urgency is about understanding the delicateness of a change process and on prioritisation 
rather than frenetic activity. As discussed in previous sections, in order to facilitate the 
depth and breadth necessary for transformation, the school community needs to 
understand why traditional ways are out-dated and be intrinsically and ‘emotionally’ 
(Evans, 1996) motivated to commit to and work towards digitally-rich ways of working. 
As a school leader establishes their driving coalition and compels a school community to 
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engage in a vision development process, urgency is required to create meaning and frame 
discussions. However, as implementations of new digital initiatives don’t always go to 
plan, a leader needs to establish a strong foundation by managing conflict and removing 
obstacles in order to maintain a current of urgency. 
 
Conflict and resistance is part of any change process (Kotter, 2008). In establishing a 
foundation for digital school transformation, an effective leader quells fears by 
articulating the scope of what needs changing along with what will remain constant 
(Degenhardt & Duignan, 2010). As Bridges (1995) describes in a theory of transition 
management, for this (often uncomfortable) transition to be successful, teachers need to 
feel ‘psychological safety’ (Degenhardt & Duignan, 2010) and be supported to manage 
the change and become familiar with new ways of working. Resourcing with time off 
curriculum for teachers to engage in dialogue and develop capabilities should be 
supported with clear, positive communication with the school community (Fullan, 2009) 
in order to maximise chances for a successful transition. Kotter and Cohen (2002) 
identify that urgency can be maintained by celebrating short-term ‘wins’ – victories 
which nourish faith in the change effort, reward hard workers and keep the critics at bay. 
However, a lack of urgency can eventuate when ‘successful’ schools understand that the 
status quo is already serving them well.  
 
References are commonly made to high literacy and numeracy scores by change 
opponents in traditional schools – ‘why would we change a winning formula?’. This 
thinking can easily derail a change process and make it difficult to create urgency. One 
response is to understand that measures of the components of digitally-rich practice aren’t 
often embedded in standardised tests for literacy and numeracy competence. Another 
response, in reference to Handy’s (cited in Degenhardt & Duignan, 2010) sigmoid curve, 
is to articulate how most organisations only recognise the need for change when they are 
already in decline. The challenge is to stimulate and facilitate change ‘at the top of the 
curve’ when the organisation is thriving and the need for change is less apparent. This is a 
challenging prospect, with links to earlier discussion regarding management versus 
leadership – the desire to maintain an efficient, productive organisation while also acting 
as a disruptive innovator. Removing obstacles and managing opposition like this is 
fundamental to creating urgency in order to facilitate a transformation. Yet, while the 
urgency to generate a compelling case for change is important, maintaining enough 
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urgency over a long period of time is necessary in order to penetrate culture, as will now 
be discussed. 
 
One of the central lessons learned about previous rounds of innovation is that they failed 
because they didn’t get at fundamental, underlying, systemic features of school life and 
they didn’t change behaviours, norms and beliefs of practitioners (Evans, 1996). Instead, 
dull and incompetent teachers just taught new things dully and incompetently. Of course, 
this is easier said than done. Evans (1996) writes of the three basic elements of culture: 
artefacts, values and basic assumptions. The former is the most tangible level of culture – 
the physical and social environment, including the physical spaces, language, style of 
dress, climate, norms of behaviour, ‘stories’, customs and ceremonies. At a deeper level 
are a school’s basic assumptions, which are invisible and nearly invincible. It is a 
common psychology – fundamental similarities in thinking, feeling, perceiving and 
valuing – that gives meaning to the attitudes, action and artefacts of a school’s culture. 
Culture, though, is conservative and looks to preserve the status quo (Evans, 1996). 
Evans suggests more chance of affecting culture and adopting wide-spread digitally-rich 
practice in new or young schools, because as schools succeed and grow, they typically 
become more conservative, hierarchical and structured – where is becomes extremely 
rare for those schools to reinvent themselves over a long period of time. This cultural 
conservatism supports the status quo and discourages both dissent and innovation. 
Culture change can occur, but it is a vastly more difficult, lengthy undertaking than most 
people imagine (Evans, 1996). Kotter and Cohen (2002) write that a good way to test if 
new practices are embedded in culture is if staff, without really thinking, find ways to 
nudge the community back towards the school vision when things start going astray. Of 
course, cultural change in a school is not a precondition for transformation. A culture 
only truly changes when a new way of operating has been shown to succeed over a period 
of time – trying to shift the norms and values of a school before you have created the new 
way of operating will not prove successful (Kotter and Cohen, 2002). Instead, this section 
aimed to position urgency as a precondition for change in the context of leadership and 
the establishment of a school vision and as a driver to positively affect school culture and 
embed new ways of working over time.  
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Conclusion 
Up until now, most of the energies of digital school transformation proponents have been 
invested in providing teacher professional development and establishing an environment 
and infrastructure to enable digital ways of working. However, this approach over-
simplifies the transformation process in schools and ignores the fundamental realities and 
psychologies of change. This article discussed three fundamental preconditions necessary 
for a school to broadly and deeply embed digitally-rich teaching and learning. Leadership, 
vision and urgency are interdependent – removing one renders the other two ineffective. 
While there are many other significant aspects to consider to successfully enable this 
paradigm shift, these preconditions provide the three legs of the stool and a basis to work 
from. Leaders and change drivers in schools need to strategically invest in ensuring this 
platform exists as a prerequisite to other work in the area. As mentioned, each school has 
particular contextual considerations which need to be carefully accounted for. However, 
this article contributes discussion and a foundation to use to reflect upon and to plan for 
work towards enabling opportunities for digitally-rich teaching and learning.  
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